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Executive Summary

Overview
Nationally, child welfare agencies remove more than 250,000children
from their homes each year as the result of abuse or neglect, and more

than 400,000 children and youth are in outof-home care at any time. StUdy Meth0d0|09y

Over the past two decades, child welfare agencies have strived to The evaluation of the UFFpilot included
identify and engage relatives with whom children can be placed or implementation and outcome studies.
maintain close family connections during their time in foster care. Many The goals were to:

agencies have implemented relative search and engagement

interventions, often referred to as family finding. i Describe the programnd identify

any successes or barriers to
PriortotheUpf ront Family Finding (UFF) pi | mfbrmexpafskn oftie@regrams C

Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) focused its family to all local offices.

finding efforts on children in care for long periods of time. With the UFF 1 Examine relative idgification and
pilot, which started in October 2016, two local offices (Glendora and engagement outcomder children
Santa Fe Springs) conducted family finding when children were first served by P3 workers.

removed from their home, assigning cases to specialized workers who f Measure the pmog

relative placement, placement

were part of the Permanency Partners Program (P3). P3 workers served - =l
stability, and reunification

children not initially placed with re latives, but the importance of family .
L ) . . . . outcomes for all newly detained
finding was emphasized to all staff in the pilot offices. The evaluation of children and the subgroup of
the pilot sought to understand whether UFF resulted in more children those not initially placed with
placed with relatives, more stable relative placements, and moréimely relatives.

reunifications of children with their parents.

Program Findings
1 The UFF pilot was implemented as intended, and office culture shifted toward a more positive
perception of relatives as resources for children removed from their homes.

1 An average ofl7 relatives were found for children new to out-of-home care; all but 2 of the 417
children served by P3 workers during the study period had at least one relative identified (see Table 1
for more detail).

i Sixty percent of children served had at least oneelative interested in providing a placement for the
child, and approximately 80 percent had at least one relative interested in visits or phone calls.

i1 More maternal than paternal relatives were identified, with non-relative extended family members
(NREFMs) ! making up the smallest share of relatives discovered. Identified NREFMs, however, had a
higher likelihood of offering support, presumably because these individuals, who are not kin, must

already be involved in the childHs |ife to be discove
i Relgtives were interested in supporting children across ¢
take placement decreased as the chil dHs age increasec

1 DCFS includes norrelative extended family members (NREFMSs) in its family findings effortsExamples of NREFMs inalde teachers,
medical professionals, neighbors, and family friendsFor the purposes of this study, placemergwith NREFMs were counted as relative
pl acements and timtkissunenamindudes both ki andeNREFMs, unless NREFMs are expligiitlentified.



Table 1.Relatives identified and placement outcomes for children served by P3 program

Both Offices Glendora San'Fa Fe
Springs
N % N % N %
g?(;lgerznczzg\;e)d by P3 program 417 _ 208 _ 189 _
Total relatives identified 6,962 -- 3,605 -- 3,357 -
Number of relatives known at time of
transfer from P3
0 2 <1% 1 <1% 1 1%
1-10 114 27% 67 29% 47 25%
11-20 179 43% 101 44% 78 41%
21+ 122 29% 59 26% 63 33%
Average 17 16 18
Median 14 14 15
Range 0-56 0-56 0-48
gzsllacgd with arelative while assigned 155 379 84 370 7 38%
Placement status at time of transfer
from P3
Relative home 91 22% 43 19% 48 25%
NREFM home 29 7% 18 8% 11 6%
Home of parent 58 14% 43 19% 15 8%
Foster family home 199 48% 108 47% 91 48%
Group home 24 6% 11 5% 13 7%
Other 13 3% 5 2% 8 4%
Unknown 3 <1% 0 0 3 2%

Outcome Findings

i1 Analyses suggest that UFF increased the probability of relative placemenfsee Figure 1) Relative
placements increased by the same magnitude in both pilot officeBl one with a history of high rates of
relative placement and onewith rates of relative placementmore closely aligned with other local offices
prior to UFF.

1 Anincrease in the rate of relative placement wasachievedfor all newly detained children as well asfor
children not initially placed with relatives ; however, with smaller sample sizes, we weranable to
confirm that the increase was statistically significant in the sampldimited to children not initially placed
with relatives.



Figure 1. Probability of relative placement over time, Glendora and Santa Fe Springs pr@and postUFF, all
newly detained children
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i Findings suggest that, in the Glendora office, UFF

placement would disrupt (i.e. the child would leave the placement for another foster care placement).
However, disruptions were comparatively rare in Glendora before the pilot; thus, even with the
increase,the occurrence of relative placement disruption in Glendora after was similar to that of Santa
Fe Springs, as well as to the average across DCFS offices that did not implement UFRthAhore
emphasis on relative placement, it is possible that there are more opportunities for unsuccessful
relative placements.

i To account forthe fact that some relative placement disruptions represent moves to another relative, a
second disruption analyss counted moves only from a relative to a nofrelative. There was no evidence
overall that UFF increased these types of movell an increase in Gendora was offset by a decrease in
Santa Fe Springs when examining disruptions to nomelative placement.

Table 2. Summary of statistically significant findings

Newly detained children
not initially placed with

All newly detained

children .
relatives
Pilot offices vs. Pilot offices vs.
comparison offices comparison offices
Relative/NREFM placement Increase None
Reunification None None
Relative/NREFM placement disruption
Increase Increase
(to any placement)
Relative/NREFM placement disruption
. None None
(to a non-relative placement)




Implications and Recommendations

i1 The UFF pilot program met its goal of incrasing relative placements and engaging more relatives to
provide support to children. The program led togreater emphasis on identifying relatives for placement
and other supports, and the results suggatses t hat <chil
increased.

1 Both pilot officesHone with a history of high rates of relative placement and one morelosely aligned
with other local officesH experienced gains in relative placement.

1 As DCFS expands UFF to other local offices, administrators should osider increased and more timely
supports to ensure that relative placements are maintained, and that effrts towards reunification
(when appropriate) are not diminished. Although inconsistent across offices and subgroups of children,
some findings suggesthat UFF may increase relative placement disruption and slow efforts to reunify
children with their families.

Prioritizing the identification and engagement of relatives at the initial stages of a case encouraged
caseworkers to think creatively about how to engage relatives and what types of support relatives can
provide to the child. The specialized workers wereable to engage relatives and build rapport with families;
this progress will serve to strengthen the relationship between local DCFS offices ashthe communities they
serve, benefitting all children and families.



Section 1. Introduction

Nationally, child welfare agencies remove more than 250,000 children from their homes each year as a
result of some form of abuse or neglect, most commonly ahe hands of their biological parents. A recent
national report on foster care rates found that 437,465 children and youth are in outof-home care (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services [U.S. DHHS], 2@). These children aremore thantwice as likely
to be placed in the care of norrelatives than with relatives (64% in non-relative foster homes, group homes,
institutions, and supervised independent living placements, comparedo 26% in relative foster homes U.S.
DHHS, 2011). When children are placd in non-relative foster care, their social and familial connections are
often disrupted.

Over the past two decades child welfare agencies have strived to identify and engage relatives sthat

children caneither be placed with relatives or maintain clog connectionswith family and extended family

members during their time in foster care. Mayy child welfare agencies have implementeKk e vi n Campbel | Hs
Family Findingmodel and other relative search and engagement interventions to ensure family connections

for children in care(Vandivere & Malm, 2015). In 2008, Child Trends conducted a review of existing

programs around the country and found that agencies in 22 stategvere implementing programs based on

the model. A decade later, all states are likely implemating some type of family finding program.

Prior to the Upfront Family Fi fadilyfingingeffshere fBcudecbon, Los Al
children in care for long periods of time.Through the UFF Pilot, the Department of Children and Famiy

Services (DCFS)s examining whether family findingconducted at the front end, that is, when children are

first detained, will result in more children being placed with relatives, more stable relative placements, and

more timely reunifications.

Background

Identifying and engaging a large group of relatives fofoster youth provides an opportunity for legal
permanency as well a&motional permanency (Vandivere, Malm, Allen, Williams, & McKlindon 2017). For
many children, simply connecting to family memlers who can provide ongoing emotional support, if not a
legal permanent placement offers substantial benefits; these includeincreasingt h e ¢ h sens# pfesalf H s
efficacy and welkbeing andenhancingtheir ability to safely and successfully navigate tteir lives (Andersson,
2005). However, many caseworkers lack the information, traiing, and supportthey need to connect foster
youth to family members and facilitate healthy long-term relationships.

The Role of Social Support

I n gener al , ydorestdbldh aachnfintairastabldsupportive relationships can help to promote
their productive abilities and improve their chances for success throughout life (DeBaryshé& Stern, 2015).
Familial and social connetions cansupport youth as they face chalenges during various developmental
stages in their lives. Interventions and policies that support connections with biological family members and
fictive kin can positively contribute to foster childrenfts d e v e dlunng timadr irhe in care.Services that
encourage connecting children infoster care to their families are also designed to aid family relationships
that many children turn to in the future.

A qualitative study of the types of support for parents in family reunification found that concrete help and
emotional encouragement from extended family members, friends and neighbors were criticatop ar ent s H
efforts to successfully reunify with their children (Lietz, Lacasse, & Cacciatore 2011). A review dhe

research regarding family contact for children in foster, kinship, and residential placements concludes that

good quality contact with family members, in addition to other professional interventions, canencourage



positive outcomes in placement stability and/or family reunification for children in care (Sen & Broadhurst,
2011). Further, a survey of child welfare caseworkers, judges, and substance abuse counselors highlighted
the view of these professionalsthat social support significantly facilitat esreunification (Karoll & Poertner,
2002). However, other studies have foundthat children placed with kin may be returned to their parents at

a slower rate than those placed with nonrrelatives (Farmer & Moyer, 2005).

Prior Evaluations of Family Finding Programs

The Family Finding model, developed by Kerin Campbell and colleagues, was inspired by fami{racing
techniques that agencies such as the Red Crossave usedto locate and reunite family members separated

by civil disturbance, natural disaster, or war (National Institute for Family Connectedness2018). Since the
early 2000s, child welfare agencies have replicated thé&amily Finding model to identify and engage family
members of children in foster care. Innovative interventions such as family finding can advance and promote
the permanence, safetyand well-being of children in the foster care system (Friend& Beck, 2017).Early
evaluations of relative search and engagement programfound promising results for older youth with

longer stays in care. Youth served by the Californi®ermanency for YouthProject progressed in the areas

of legal permanency and permanent connections (CPYP, 2002010; Wakcher, 2010).

Recent evaluations of relative search and engagement programs include 11 studies of family finding in sites

funded by 2009 Family ConnectionDi scr et i onary grants from the ChildrenH
and Malm (2015) reviewed the final grantee reports and focused on a subset of six experimental evaluations

combined with the results of two privately funded studies. A study in Wisconsirfound that the program

increased placement instability and the likelihood that kin guardianship would be a case goal. Of the

remaining studies, which evaluatedamily finding intervention stargeting children new to care or a mix of

children already in care and new to care, only one study found positive impacts on legal permanency

(Vandivere & Malm, 2015).

Legislative History of Family Connections

The Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act (FCSIAA) of 2008 protes family

placements through relative guardianship and adoption. The lawpromote s permanent family placements

for children in care by requiring that relatives be notifiedwhen children enter care; it alsoguaranteesfunds

of $75 million over five years for states, tribes, and onprofit organizations to explicitly implement

programs that increase permanency for children in care, including relative search and engagement

programs (ChildrenHs Defense Fund, 2008)tof2pl8allowser , t he
states to claim Title IV-E funding at a 50% match rate for kinship navigation programs that meet the

standards of promising, supported, or welsupported practices.

Local Child Welfare and Family Finding Context

Los Angeles Countyt €ontinuum of Care Reform(CCR)is an effort that resulted from Assembly Bill 403,
signed into law in 2015 CCRreforms placement and treatment options for children in foster care, with a
focus on ensuringthat services and supportsfor children and their families are tailored toward the goal of
maintaining a stable permanent family (California Department of Social Services [CDSS], 2017). The reform
was developed from an understanding that children who have to live apart from their biological parents do
best when they are cared for incommitted and nurturing family homes. Principles of the reform effort

include recognizing the importance of the child and family voice during assessments, placement, and service
planning; promoting cross-agency collaboration; and valuing the notion that children deserve to live with a
committed and permanent family that will prepare them for a successful transition into adulthood.Family
finding and engagementin California is part of the CCR initiative to reduce the use of congregat care and
improve child welfare outcomes by identifying and notifying the relatives of children in foster care as well

as byfostering lifelong connections for youth in care.When opening a case, agencies can uske family
finding and engagement practie to identify the best possible placement for the child or youth, and even to
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identify possible relative or non-relative extended family member placements for children and youth placed
in group homes (CDSS, 2018).

One ofthe C C Ry elements isthe Resource Family Approval (RR) process. RFAis a caregiver approval
process that replaced the numerous processes for licensing foster family homes, approving relatives and
nonrelative extended family members as foster care providers, and approving familie®r adoption or legal
guardianship. The approval process includes tamily evaluation, home environment check, and training for
all families.Under the new RFA process, an approvedesource family is considered eligible to provide foster
care for related and unrelated children in out-of-home placementand is also considered approved for
adoption or legal guardianship(CDSS, 2017)The introduction of RFA in California beganin January 2017,
only a few months after the October 2016 introduction of UFF in LosAngeles County.

Establishing the Upfront Family Finding Pilot

In May 2016, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors enacted a motion mandating the Department of
Children and Family Services (DCFS) antthe Probation Department, in collaboration with the Office of

Child Protectio n and the Courts,to report on ways to accomplisha set of specific goalsAs presented inthe
motion, these goalswere to:

(a) develop a plan to increase relative and NoiRelated Extended Family Member (NREFM)

placements and the overall role of relatves; (b) establish an Upfront Family Finohg program based

on current legislation, models, and best practices from other jurisdictions, and partnering with

Community Based Organization (CBOs); and (c) develop a single countywide protocol for Upfront

Family Finding with coordination by DCFS Permar ncy Partner s Program (P3) and
PCW, with a timeline and estimated budget for program implementation, training, and policy

development. LADCFS, 2016).

In response to the motion, Los Angeles DCE$ consultation with the Office of Child Protection and the
Center for Strategic Public-Private Partnerships, developed a pilot thatincorporates the key elements
outlined by the Board of Supervisors The UFF pilot focuses on children who are detained andare to be
placed in nonrelative care at the time of detention.

The UFF pibt began on October 1, 2016 in two DCFS offices These officesGlendora and Santa Fe Springs
arer ef erred t o asinthibreport.fhe URFtpilotdsfjustiomeensponent of the broader
Permanency Partners Program (P3) within DCFSn 2004, DCFS implemented P3 to address the need for
permanent families for older youth in long-term foster care (LADCFS,n.dP3 Chi | dr Workdrs Soci al
(CSWs) are recently retired socal workers and supervisorswho are employed on a paritime basisto find
NREFMsand kinfor children with on-going caseqLADCFS 2014).As part of the UFF pilot,the two pilot
offices re-assigned P3 CSWEto assistthe primary social workers of newly detained children in searching for
and engaging relativesDuring the UFF plot, the Santa Fe Springs offickad four P3 CSWs and one

Chil dren#fs Ser vi cethe Qletduia ofiicehtdsia R3CEWS atdDre)P3 Supervising CSW.
Once the pilot began back-end P3 referrals, i.e.referrals for P3 services for childrenalready in carefor

some time, were asdgnedto P3 unitsin non-pilot offices for P3 services.To support the P3 workers,clerical
staff in eachpilot office received training on searching for relatives and sendng letters to notify family
memberswhen children enter care. Notably, the importance of family finding was emphasized to all staff in
the pilot offices.

2 DCFS includes norrelative extended family members (NREFMs) in its family findings efforts. Examples of NREFMs

include teachers, medical professionals, neighbors, anf@mily friends. For the purposes of this study, placements with

NREFMswg e counted as relative placements and the term Trelatiyv
unless NREFMs are explicitly identified.



Study Design

The evaluation of the UFF pilot included both implementation and outcome studies. The goak of the
implementation study were to describe how the project was carried outandto identify any successes or
barriers,in order to inform the expansion ofthe program to all local officesacross the county.

The goakof theoutcomest udy wer e t o me as ueffect oh relativepladement(ingludimg r a me s
initial placement with relatives and moving to a relative placement) relative placement stability, and

reunification, as well asto examinerelative identification an d engagement outcomedor children served by

the P3 program. We studied outcomes for all newly detained children, as well dsr children who received

P3 services (i.e., new detentions where the child was not initially placed with relatives).

Research Questions
The evaluation addessedseveral research questions which are presented below according to the study in
which we addressed them.

Implementation Study

1 How were pilot offices selected, and what was the process for beginning implementation and
traini ng staff?

1 How was the relative search process implemented? Howvas it different from relative searches
done in officesnot implementing UFF?What types of non-placement supportswere relatives
providing children?

1 Were the P3 services implemented differently acrossoffices?

1 What were the roles of the P3 workers, and how did program managersand staff feel about the shift
in focus of family finding services?

1 How,if at all, did other child welfare policiesand practices (e.g.,new Resource Family Assessment
requirements) affect the P3 workersRiutiesand the services provided?

1 What were some successes and challenges of implementing UFF as reported by staff at different
levels?

Outcome Study
We examined progr am o ueffecuon shildoomabmes. Ate folowingguestionst gertain
to the P3 program outputs:

1 How many relativeswere discovered through the P3 program?

1 What types of relatives (maternal, paternal, NREFMwere found?®

1 What typesof supports did relatives offer ?

1 Did relative discovery/engagement outcomes vary by child characteristics?

The remaining questi ons gffecron ehildievet outcombse UFF progr amHAs
1 After the implementation of UFF, were all newly detained children served by the pilot offices more
likely to be placed wih relatives? How soon after detention were children placed with relatives?
o0 Were children served by the P3 program(newly detained children not initially placed with
relatives) more likely to be eventually placed with relatives?How soon after detention
were P3 children placed with relatives?
1 After the implementation of UFF, were newly detained children placed with relatives (either
initially or later in their case) more likely to reunify?
o Were children served by the P3 programwho experienced a relative pacement more likely
to reunify?

3When studying child outcomes,weusé¢ he term Trelativel? to mean relative and

10
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1 After the implementation of UFF, were relative placements for all newly detained children served
by the pilot offices less likely to disrupt?
0 Were relative placements for children in the P3 program less likely to disrupt?

Data Collection

Implementation Study

The implementation study usedthree qualitative data sourcesthat provided information on family search
and engagement activities acrossdur local offices (the two offices implementing the UFF pilot and two
comparison offices).

Site Visits

In August 2017 and March 2018, Child Trends conducted site visits toéhe two pil ot offices implementing
UFF. The purpose of theevisits wasto examine the local context in whichUFF wasbeing implemented,
assess any differences in imgmentation by office, and learn about any challenges or successes the offices
experienced. During the site visits, Child Trends conducted focus groups with administrators, supervisors,
caseworkers, clerical staff and P3 CSWsThe focus groups were conduced with staff of the same level, but
from different departments including Family Preservation, Emergency Removal, Continuing Services,
Administration ,and Dependency Investigation. See Tablédl for the number and types of site visit
participants.

Table 1. Number andtypes ofsite visit participants

August 2017 March 2018
Glendora SanFa Fe Glendora SanFa Fe
Springs Springs
Administrators * 7 11 -- -
Supervisors 10 11 11 13
Caseworkers 14 16 9 13
Clerical Staff 3 5 2 2
P3 CSWs 3 5 3 4
Total 37 48 25 32

* Administrators were not included in the follow-up visit dueto availability and scheduling
difficulties .

Comparison Office Interviews

To learn about family finding practices in LA County offices that were not implementing UFF, Child Trends
conducted phone interviews with staff from the Belvedere and Pomonaoffices. As has been done in
previous studies,Belvedere and Pomona were selected as comparison offices for these interviewdue to
their similarities to the pilot offices . In October 2017, Child Trends conducteda total of nine phone
interviews with three Belvedere staff and six Pomona staff.

Outcome Study
Data collection for the outcome study utilized two sources, which provided information on child placement
and permanency outcomes as well aselative connections for children served bythe P3 program.

11



Supplemental Program Data

The evaluation team received supplemental data logskept by staff at the pilot offices, on the children
served by the P3 program. These data werempvided for all closed cases through June 2018 and included
information about relatives identified and the types of support offered by relatives.

Administrative Data

In August 2018, the evaluation team received extracts fromthe Child Welfare Services/Case Management

System( CWS/ CMS), the state#fs admini st r-afthomeplacenenta sy st em,
between October 2015 and August 2018.The extracts contained demographic, referral, medical,

placement, and discharg information for all children county-wide.

Section 2. Implementation Findings

Below, we present thefindings from the implementation study. We first describe the planning and
preparation for implementing the UFF pilot and explain how the pilot was implemented. After describing the
UFF program,we present successes and challenges encountered during the implementation process.

Planning and Preparation

Selection of Pilot Offices

When selecting offices to pilot the Upfront Family Finding Program,DCFS admiristrators choseoffices that
were not involved in other pilots/initiatives and had prior experience with backend family finding (i.e.,
relative search and engagement for children in care for long periods of time)Administrators also explicitly
chose offices with different histories in terms of success with relative placements(in order to assess the
effects of UFF onan office with a history of high rates of relative placement versus one with lower rate}.
Ultimately, the two offices selected, Santa Fe Springs and Glendorare in different service bureaus and are
not immersion offices.® Importantly, the two offices reflect different rates of relative placements: prior to
the pilot, Santa Fe Spring$had higher rates of relative placements compared to Glendora.

Training

While no formal training on UFFwas provided in the two pilot offices, site visit participants reparted that
DCFS administrators held meetings in both offices during which the pilot program was described. In
addition, P3 workers reported attending formal trainings prior to implementing back-end family finding.
While not reporting any specialized training on UFF, the P3 workers did reporhaving additional periodic
trainings since their original family finding training. Caseworkers reported learning about UFF from their
supervisors in geneal trainings and team meetings. However, casewrkers and supervisors expressed
need for more information and trainings aboutaspects ofUFF, such as the referral process, beforthe pilot
was implemented. Clerical staff in both offices reported receivirg a two-hour training on how to use the
search tool, CLEAR®

Program Description

The UFF programhas been described by DCFS staff abaving a deliberate focus on increasing relative
placements, engaging relatives in providing non-placement supports, and partnering with community -

‘Gl endor a#s closedscase was dusenlt, 2018; Santa Fe Sprifgysost recent closed case was July 3, 2018
5 Immersion offices receive additional staffing and supportsto implement the Shared Core Pactice Model.

6 CLEAR is a search engine tool that aggregates public remts pulled from sources such as phone companies, utility
companies, motor vehicle registrations, and consumer credit bureaus (Thomson Reuters).

12



based organizations to provide additional supports to relatives. Below we describe the steps in the
process.

Relative Search

Clerical staff in both offices reported that Emergency Response (ER) caseworkers generally refer cases to
the P3 program. Cases are referred taP3if the ER worker has determined the child willbe placed in out-of-
home carewith a non-relative at the time of detention.Once a case is referred to the P3 program, clerical
staff use various search engines and tds to find relatives. Clerical staff reported the following sequence of
events in conducting the searches:

T Clerical st aff sdcidl sesurity fumnbetthnoegh €WS/GM®.iH they cannot find it in
CWS/CMS, they usethe Leader Replacement System (LRS)a social services case management system

91 Clerical staff conduct a CLEARsearch,which yields the names, dates of birthand addresses of potential
relatives. They usesocial security numbers, if availablein CLEARto identify possible relatives with
common last names. After clerical staff obtain the list of relatives from the search, they identy relatives
who are not deceased and relativesvho may have been duplicated on the list. Clerical staff in the Santa
Fe Springsoffice noted that they focusonly on the first twenty people listed in the search Glendora
clerical staff reported that they select only first-degree relativesandl ook back on three year
information (e.g., residences)n the search.

1 If the CLEARsearch does not yield lelpful results, P3 workers can ask clerical staff to run a search on
Senecg a payper-search service

1 After completing the search clerical staff give the results to the P3 worker or caseworker.

Relative Notification Letters

Once the search is completeclerical staff send letters in English and Spanish to potential relatives of the

child in care’ Glendora and Santa Fe Springs clerical staff repogending relative notification letters for

children assigned to P3 workers They do not send letters toall relatives identified : Clerical staff in Glendora
usually send letters to 20 to 30 relatives, andSanta Fe Springs clerical staff send letters to the first 20

relatives from their search. Further, P3 workers in the Santa Fe Springs office noted that theyan and will

send letters to potential relatives located out of the country if they have their addresses. The agency
contacts | isted on t lassignedestcialeorkerarml supewwsa@. t he chi | dHs

P3 Worker Tasks

According to gaff in both office s,areferred casefirst goesto the P3 supervisor, who then assign# to a P3
worker. P3 workers reported carrying a maximum of 12 casesAt the time the case is assigned to thé&3
worker , itis transferred from the ER worker to the dependency investigator (DI) worker and a primary
social worker known as aContinuing Services (CS)worker .

P3 workers in both off i caftesredeivingit.Khie agsipned P8 wawkerfistor 90 day s
reviewsthe case record to learn about the family, the list of ptential relatives from the search, and the

letters that were generated. After reviewing the file, the P3 worker contacts the primary social worker and

DI worker assigned to the case to inform them 6the UFF work that will be happening ando obtain

additional information about the case such asiames and contact information for relatives or other non

relative supports. Thesediscussionsallow the P3 worker to learn about any challenges that might aise

Per Cal i fornia |aaadultwhaisrélatet to thechild Iy dlaon, adoption, or affinity withn the fifth

degree of kinship, including stepparents, stepsiblings, and
Tgrgatat, T or T gr and,fihesepersond) evensf themagiage wak termimated by death or

dissolution. http://leqginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=309.&lawCode=WIC
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during the work (e.g.regarding relatives with prior involvement with the department). In both offices, P3
workers attempt to contact identified relatives and engage them in discussion about being a potential
support to the child. P3 workers in both dfices reported that parents and relatives are often helpful in
identifying non -related extended family members (NREFMs) who may be able to provide other supports for
the child in care.

P3 workers and supervisors reported they will initiate the Resource Rmily Assessment (RFAprocessif
they find relatives (or NREFMs) who may be appropriate supporsfor a child and indicate they may be
available as a placement resourceAccording to P3 workers in both offices, the CWS/CMS case file is
updated monthly with the new information about relatives and other supportive adults, collateral contacts,
and theP 3  w o raktieities dtich as locating relativesin addition to updating the case file in CWS/CMS,
P3 workers inboth offices update the P3 tracking system, providing additional information on their case
activities, collateral contacts, and goals for the children on their caseload They also submita monthly
report.

Multiple levels of staff in both offices reported that P3 workers occasionally attend Child and Family Team
(CFT) meetings to provide support to the reldives. Glendora supervisors noted that CFT meetings also help
to identify peopl e i nabléthprovidehothdr suppsrts.ISiaff irebotiv bffices nepoyted b e
that relatives and NREFMs are sometimes able to provide supports such as supering parent-child

visitation and assisting with child care and transportation.

Description of Similar Services

We conducted phone interviews with staff inthe comparison offices to determine the extent to which they
were providing front -end family finding services despite not implementing UFFAIthough the Upfront
Family Finding (UFF) program was piloted in the Glendora and Santa Fe Springs offices, P3 workensla
clerical staff in the Pomona and Belvedere officeslsoreport ed performing some front-end family finding
services. Clerical staff in both offices repored conducting searches for somdront -end cases referred by
Emergency Responseor Dependency Investigative workers, while also doing searches for relatives for back
end casesLike the pilot offices, thecomparison offices used theCLEARsystem for searches. The Pomona
clerical staff report edthat they have been sendingelative notification letters to p otential relatives for
several years they alsoroutinely try to engage parents, older children,and relatives to inform their search
for additional relatives.

In addition to the Pomonaclerical staff, P3 workers in the office report ed conducting somefamily finding
servicesfor cases involvingnewly detained children. Pomona P3 workers reported that their supervisor
reviews recent detentions andoccasionally, when caseloads permitassigns cases in which the child has not
been placed with a relativefor family finding services. The P3 workers also noted that some of thdront -end
family finding casesdo come from ER. Unlike P3 workers in the pilot offices providing UFF services, Pomona
P3 workers report ed that they retain cases for about one year, a legth of servicesimilar to their back-end
cases.
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Successes and Challenges

Below we describe the siccesses and challenges noted during our site visits to the UFF pilot offices amair
telephone interviews with staff in the two comparison offices.

Succes®sand Facilitators

Buy-in

1 All levels of staff in both the Santa Fe Springs and Glendora offices egressed support for relative
placements and the importance of children being placed with family. Administrators and staff in both
offices expressed positiveattitudes about the program andits emphasis on identifying relatives and
NREFMsfor placement andother supports. Staff noted that many non-relative foster homes are farther
away from the childrenHs schools and parents. Rel ati v
was removed from,so placement with themfacilitat es school stability and visitation for the child.

1 Agency staff were encouraged by positive program results. Supervisors and administrators noted their
belief that the UFF pilot program has helped to increase relative placementsSupervisors reported that
UFF has ledthem to encourage workers in their units to gather more information about relatives for
their cases. In addition, administrators reported that the implementation of UFF has enabled them to
find relatives earlier rather than at the end of a caseStaff also reported an ncreased focus on locating
non-offending parents for placement.

Increased Focus and Urgency

1 Monthly meetings facilitated an increased focus on relative placement. Staff in both offices met
monthly to discuss challenges and successes in implementation bfFF. Staff from all levels, as well as
DCFS leadership, attended the meetings. At each meetingtaff reviewed the circumstances around any
casesin which children were not immediately placed with relatives. According to staff,these meetings
supported momentum and demonstratedl eader shi pHs support of the pilot.

1 Both offices began tracking and monitoring data on relative placement. Each office submited monthly
data on the number of new detentions and the percentage who were placed with relativeslhese dda
were reported to staff at meetings.

1 The 90-day time limit for P3 workers encouraged urgency. P3 workers reported that while they had to
learn to work their cases differently, the 90-day time limit is manageable andcompelsthem to make
quick progress ontheir cases.

Supportive Policies

1 Pilot offices began sending relative noti fication letters. By California law, within 30 days of a childf s
entering care, DCFS is required to notify all relatives to thdifth degree of their options to participate in
care and placement.Prior to the pilot, there were varying levels of familiarity with the relative
notification policy. After the pilot began, clerical staff in Glendora and Santa Fe Springs bame
consistent about sending relative notification letters for all new detentions not initially placed with
relatives. In contrast, a the time of interviews, one comparison officewas sending out letters
consistently, butone was not.

1 Resource Family Approval policy changes allowed staff to consider additional relative s.Staff were
supportive of the revised criminal background requirements, which no longer eliminate relatives as
potential placements due to minor convictions. Staff also reportedpositive views of the support
relatives had from staff at community-based organizations under the new approval process

9 Staff reported their experie nce with Continuing Care Reform/Core Practice Model provided a
foundation for relative engagement. Staff described receiving trainings onthe Core Practice Model
and emphasized the inportance of havinga shared vocabulary and method for engaging relativesthey
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also reported that Child and Family Team Meetingsa component ofthe Core Practice Model, were
helpful for establishing the types ofnon-placement supports relatives could provde.

Relative Suports

9 Staff reported that relatives who could not provide placement provided additional supports. The
most commonly reported supports that relatives provided were assisting with transportation and
monitoring visitation .

1 Staff reported th at lack of availability of foster homes for children has led them to increase their
efforts to identify relatives and NREFMsfor placement and other supports. Caseworkers and
supervisors indicated that potential foster families have become selective aboutthe children they are
willing to care for, which may contribute to the lack of available foster homesStaff reported that foster
families have become wary due to court orders that requiresubstantial child-parent visitation . The
increased travel time to and from visits is a deterrent for foster families, according to staff.

P3 Worker Support

9 Staff in both offices reported advantages to employing retired and part-time social workers as P3
workers. Many P3 workers had worked full-time in the same office pior to joining the P3 staff. Their
prior engagement with the office translated into knowledge of policies and office culture, as well as
prior working relationships with office staff.

1 Supervisors and caseworkers were appreciative of the assistance of P3workers. Supervisors in Santa
Fe Springs reported that when P3 workers begin the RFA process with relativeBy collecting consent
forms from interested relatives, thisassistance is helpful and saves tim&aseworkers reported not
having time to do some othe work that P3 workers focused on.

Challenges

Communication

1 In both offices, there were differences acrossdepartments ins t af f mendebsandisgbf the
pilot. During our initial site visit, staff reported that the pilot program was explained to ER workers, but
not to Continuing Services (CSworkers. Thisgappresented challenges, as CS workers were likely to be
contacted by relatives and encounter P3 wokers. In addition, some workersinitially needed reminders
to submit P3 referral forms.

1 There was some confusionamong caseworkers over the role of the P3 worker in determining
appropriateness of relatives. Initially , caseworkers believed that P3 workerswere responsible for
checkingthe CPS histories of relatives. In March 2018, supervisorgxpressed concernsover the role of
the P3 workers in determining the appropriateness of relativesfor placement, as well as thetypes of
conversations P3 workershad with relatives around the RFA process.

1 Some caseworkers reported challenges in communicatingwith P3 workers. Caseworkers notedan
occasional lack of communicatiorwith P3 workers in regard to accessing their cases ahoverwriting
work in CWS/CMS. Caseworkers in Glendora expressed that their work can be overwritten if multiple
people access and &ve new information to a case file at the same timeln March 2018, caseworkers
reported improved communication.

Identifyingand LocatindRelatives

91 Staff in both offices reported search limitations. For example, staff noted that theCLEARsearch
engine does not allow for international searches. Thidimitation posed challengessince many children
have relatives living in Mexico. P3 workers did mention that they will still send relative notification
letters to any identified relatives living outside the United States. However, they reported prioritizing
relatives who were in-state for placement. In addition, clerical staff reported that searches are often
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less successful with cases involving younger parents (e.g., 25 years old or younger), because the
individuals lack extensive credit or rental histories.
Relatives from other countrie swere sometimes reluctant to communicate with DCFS due to concerns

about immigration enforcement. St af f descr i bed s otoeteractavithigbverrererit hesi t an

agencies particularly if relatives did not have citizenship.

Relative Notification Leérs
Some caseworkers and supervisors expressed frustratic

|l

relatives were being notified ; as a result, workershad confidentiality conc erns. While not specific to

UFF, the extensive search engines used cadentify individuals with no relation to the child , resulting in
confusion and frustration for the contacted individual. At the time of the second site visit in March

2018, supervisorsin Santa Fe Springs reported that the wording of the relative notificaton letter was

changed in hopes that it would clear up some confusion for contacted individuals.

Supervisors and caseworkers in both offices noted challenges with outdated caseworker contact

information provided on the relative notification letters.  The staff reported instances in which

potential relatives have called the provided number (generally the ER workeéfand super vi sor Hs
numbers), but the case has already moved to another case@rker in the office; as a resultthe relative
experienced the unnecessry frustration of having to track down the assigned worker

Initially, there were differences across staffing levels in their understanding of the relative

notification policy. Administrators and supervisors expressed an understanding of the relative
notification process andawarenesst hat not i fication is not dependent
During our initial site visit, some caseworkers expressed concerns about notifyingelatives about a

chil dAs removal wapprdval totdlo sg mareovemadgew gasawerketsseemed

unaware ofthe relative notification letters. During the subsequent site visit, caseworkers appeared

more knowledgeable of the policy and did nd express concerns.

Resource Family Approval Process

1

Caseworkers and supervisors reported that the RFAperiod generally extends much longer than the
reported 90 days, while the stipend for relatives working to complete the RFA coversonly 90 days.
Althoug h staff report ed hiring additional workers for the RFA process, they estimated the process still
took about six months to a yearto complete. Staff across both pilot offices and the comparison offices
were able to provide examplesof relatives backing outof placement arrangemerts due to these
challenges. However, at the time of theMarch 2018 site visit, caseworkers and supervisors repored

that the payments could now be extended so relatives couldeceive financial support throughout the
approval process.

Supervisors reported that P3 workers may underestimat e the time needed to complete the RFA
process when communicating with relatives. Because P3 workersand ER workershold casesfor 90
daysor less, theywere not fully aware of the delays inthe approval process. Supervisors reported that
they were concerned with how the P3 workers were discussing the RFA process with relative$eeling
that the P3 workers were not providing an accurateestimate of the time needed to complete the
approval process.

Staff noted that the involvement of multiple social workers in the RFA processcould be confusing for
families. Staff reported that there were now two additional workers Hthe RFA worker and the
community-based organization workerH responsible for orientation , training and home environment
preparations. Supervisors were concerned that families may banclearaboutt h e worpldser s #
especially with the addition of the P3 worker on a

Capacity and Sustainability

|l

There were concerns among staff about the capacity for back-end family finding as UFF expands.
With the implementation of UFF, al new backend family finding cases are sent to P3 workers in non
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pilot offices. Staff were concerned that once UFF rolls outa all offices, there will beinsufficient
capacity to serve backend family finding casesThis may be a shorterm concern, however, as UFF will
eventually eliminate the need for backend family finding.

1 The implementation of UFF maybe have disrupted existing P3 back-end casesWhen the pilot offices
began implementing UFF, their previous backend cases were transferred to nonpilot offices (and thus
to new workers). P3 workers served backend cases foralonger time and developed closerelationships
with the children. This transition may havebeen disruptive for some of the children served by P3 before
the pilot.

1 There was not capacity to provide UFF services to all caseslnitially, DCFS intended to serve all
children, rather than just those initially placed with non-relatives. Due to staff capacity, pilot offices
were unable to provide services to all cases.

1 In Santa Fe Springs, clerical staff reported workload challengesafter adding searches to their
responsibilities. Staff recommended hiring a designated person for searches along with back-up
searcher.In Glendora, there was sstaff member whose main responsibility was to complete searches.

Section 3.Program Outputs and
Outcome Findings

Program Outputs
Methods

We merged the supplemental P3 program data logs describd in Section 1wit h child characteristics data
from CWS/CMS.We tabulated counts of relatives discovered and interested in providing supportsby office
and type of relative (maternal, paternal, NREFM)We also cdculated the percentage of children with closed
cases whohad at least one relative interested in providing supports, by office and type of relative.We tested
for statistically significant differences across offices and relative type using ttests and report differences
that are statistically significant at p<.05.

Based on the serial number indicator from CWS/CMS, weletermined that 236 of the 417 children with
closed P3 casesvere part of a sibling group.Because we tabulated our counts ofrelative sdiscovered and
interested in providing supports based on te child-level data, our findingsovercount the number of
relatives to the extent that the samerelatives were identified for multiple siblings within sets of siblings.

Notethatwhen we use t hie weran 9 g eil munlesyofeerwiseRsgeEiflds

Results

Relatives discovered through P3

Of the more than 400 children served by the P3 program, all but Bad at least one relativeidentified. The
averagenumber of relatives identified per child was 17, and almost three quarters had 11 or more
discovered. (See Table2.) Across both offices, 6,962 relatives were identified the majority maternal (54%),
followed by paternal (39%), and NREFMs (7%]Resultsnot shown). There were no significant differences
between the two offices.

18



Table 2. Relatives identified and placement outcomes for children served by P3 program

Both Offices Glendora Ssi;}[ﬁglzse
N % N % N %
Children served by P3 program (closed cases) 417 - 228 - 189 -
Total relatives identified 6,962 - 3,605 o 3,357 »
Number of relatives known at time of transfer from P3
0 2 <1% 1 <1% 1 1%
1-10 114 | 27% | 67 | 29% | 47 | 25%
11-20 179 | 43% | 101 | 44% | 78 | 41%
21+ 122 | 29% | 59 | 26% | 63 | 33%
Average 17 16 18
Median 14 14 15
Range 0-56 0-56 0-48
Placed with a relative while assigned to P3 155 37% 84 37% 71 38%
Placement status at time of transfer from P3
Relative home 91 | 22% | 43 | 19% | 48 | 25%
NREFM 29 7% 18 8% 11 6%
Home of parent 58 | 14% | 43 | 19% | 15 8%
Foster family home 199 | 48% | 108 | 47% | 91 | 48%
Group home 24 6% 11 5% 13 7%
Other 13 3% 5 2% 8 4%
Unknown 3 <1% 0 0 3 2%

Placements

Across both pilot offices, 37percent of children were placed with a relativeduring the 90 days they were
served bythe P3 program. (See Table 2) At the time of P3 case closure, 22ercent of children were placed
with a relative, 7 percent were placed with aNREFM, and 14 percent had reunified with a parent the
remainderHjust under halfgwere placed with a nonrelative foster family.

Among children whohad at least one relativeidentified, almost 60 percent had at least one relative who was
interested in placement but not RFA approved 60 percent had at least one relative who requested an RFA
assessmentand 51 percent had a relative who was RFA approved or pendindnterstate placements were
infrequent ; only 6 percent of children hadone or more relativeswho requested out-of-state placement.
(Results not shown.)) There were nostatistically significant differences between the two offices on
placement outcomes.

Relative engagement and supports

Across both offices,relative s were more interested in visits andphone callswith the child than in providing
other types of support. Specifically, 25 percent ofrelatives were interest ed in visits,and 23 percent
expressed interest inphone calls Lessfrequently offered supports included attending Child and Family
Team meetings (12%)monitoring visitation (10%),and providing transportation (9%). Only 8 percent were
willin g to provide financial support,and 16 percent expressed no interest in any conta&t with the child.
Maternal and paternal relatives were similar in their willingness to providethe various types ofsupport,
while NREFMs were more likely than kin to offer syport. For instance, 21percent of NREFMs were
interested in attending CFTs veraus 12percent of maternal and 10percent of paternal relatives.
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Across both offices, forchildren with at least one relative discovered the majority had at leastone relative
interested in visits (86%) or phone calls (80%More than half of children had at least one relative interested
in attending child and family team meetings (61%)providing transportation (59%), or monitoring visits
(58%).Although only 8 percent of all relativeswere willing to provide financial support, half of children had
at least one relative willing to do so.

Relative engagement outcomes by child characteristics

We intended to disaggregate findings by race/ethnicity butcould not do sobecause this information was

unknown for 63 percent of children served by the P3 program inSanta Fe SpringsWealsowanted to

explorewhet her relative engagement might vieemynbdrafsed on chi
children with apositive mental health screening® wastoo low for analysis.

We disaggregatedplacement outcome data bythe ageof the child and whether the perpetrator of
maltreatment was an extended family member Wefound that children who entered foster care due to
maltreatment by an extended family memberwere less likely to ke placed with a relative (22%) thanwere
their peers (41%). There were nomeaningful differences in placement outcomes bychild age.However,
relatves # wi | Il i ngness t o t,aswellapvhetherthaydegan the RFAQiodeds drr e n
received RFA approvaldid vary by the ageof the child. Younger children were more likely to have at least
one relative willing to take placement of them. For example, 70percent of children age Oto 2 had atleast
one relative willing to take placement of them versus 49ercent of children age 13 or older.

Outcome Findings
Methods

Child Trends used differencein-difference analysis, a quasiexperimental design, to study whether UFF had
an effect on the outcomes of interest (relative placement, reunification and relative placement stability).
Specifically,we estimated the effect of UFF by comparing changes in outcomes over timéor children

served by the pilot offices(Glendora and Santa Fe &ings)to changes in outcomes over time fola
population that did not received the UFF intervention, i.e.,children served by all other DCFS officesIf UFF
had an effect on an outcome we would expect to see a lager change in that outcomefor pilot office children
than for comparison office childrenwhen comparing the pre- and postUFF time periods.

To incorporate the difference-in-difference design, our analytic sample included all children newly detained
before and after the implementation of UFF in both the comparison and pilot offices. We also examined a
subsample ofnewly detained children who were not initially placed with relatives (in the pilot offices, after
the implementation of UFF, these children were served by P3 workerys This allowed us tacompare
outcomes for children served by the P3 program to similar children in the pilot offices before UFFas wellas
to their counterparts in the comparison offices.

Within the difference -in-difference design, we employed competing risk analysis to calculate thprobability
and timing of relative placement, reunification, and relativeplacement disruption. We calculated and
graphed cumulative incidence functions for the outcomes of interestseparately for four groups: 1) children
detained before the implementation of UFF in the pilot offices, 2) children detained after the
implementation of UFF in the pilot offices, 3) children detained before UFF in the comparison offtes, and 4)
children detained after UFF in the comparison offices. We alsaplit the groups of pilot office children and
calculated the cumulative incidence function separatelyby specific office Glendora or Santa Fe Springs

fChiIdrenweredefinedasscreeningpositve for ment al health issues i-dcuthel remsul t
| posdiurigeat . T

20



We conducted these analyses again for the subsample of children not initially placed with relativesvho
thus received P3 services in the pilot offices in the postUFF period.

Figure 1.Description of study groups

Pre-UFF Post-UFF
10/01/15-07/31/16* 10/01/16-08/01/18

r-----—-—---------------------r-----=-=-=-=-=-=--"-=-"-=-"--=-=-=- e |
Services as usual UFF

Study population 1: all newly Study population 1: all newly

| | | |
| | | |
| | | |
- I | I
i Pilot offices | detained children | detained children !
, (Glendora | | |
! and Santa Fe ! Study population 2: newly ! Study population 2: newly !
I Springs) I detained children not iniially ! detained children not initially I
\ \ placed with relative ! placed with relative and served by \
| | i the P3 program?® |
[ e TR e e e = = O -
| | |
i Comparison i Services as usual i
| offices 1 Study population 1: all newly detained children |
| | |
| (all other DCFS | Study population 2: newly detained children not initially |
,  offices) " h ) "
| . placed with relative |
Lo e L e e J

* We did not indude children detained in August or September 2016 in the preUFF period because prepilot activities were already
underway, and we wanted the preUFF period to represent a true baseline.

g Over the post-UFF period, a small number of children served by the jiot offices who, based on their CWS/CMS data, were not initially
placed with relatives, were not included in the P3 program. Some of these children were ineligible (faeasons such abeing over 18 or
being a parenting teen) and others werereferrals missed by staff. Our analyses do not include these children in Study population 2 for
the pilot offices post-UFF; we include only those childrenserved by the P3 program.

The cumulative incidence functions give theprobability over time (sincedetention) that a child will have
experienced the outcome of interest(e.g, placement with relative), accounting for the fact that some
children might no longerbe eligible to experience the outcome ofinterest because they have achieved
different outcome (e.g.,adoption or reunification) that makesthe outcome of interest unattainable .° The
differences in the cumulative incidence functions illustrate the effect of UFF (per the differencein-
difference design).We then used multivariate models to test whether differences were statistically
significant, that is, not due to chance. Unless otherwise noted, findinggresented are statistically significant
at p<.05. We also include findings that are marginally sigificant at p <.10 and note them as suchi-or more
information about our methods, see Appendix 1.

9 For the relative placement outcome, the competing event was exiting care to permanencgreunification, adoption,
guardianship); for the reunification outcome, the competing event was exiting are to a nonreunification outcome; and
for relative placement disruption, the competing event was exiting care to grmanency or emancipating from care.
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Analytic Sample

Our analytic sample included17,829 children newly detained between October 1, 2015, and August 1, 2018
(one year prior to the implementation of UFF in October 2016 and approximately22 months after). We
eliminated children detained in August orSeptember 2016 from the pre-UFF period because prepilot
activities were already underway, and we wanted the pre-UFF period to represent a true baseline A child
was considered newly detained if this waghe first detention in the focal case and if the child was detained
with in two months of the casdt@pening. The UFF program was designed for children who had not retoved
any type of family search and engagemenservices prior to detention, so the focusof the evaluation was on
new detentions only. This eliminated detentions occurring during provision of family maintenance services
or other circumstances in which famly search and engagement could have occurred as part of case
management.Very few children (less than 1 percenthadtwo unique cases within our study period among
these children, we randomly selected one caseo include in our sample

See Table3 for a breakdown of the sample bypilot office and compaison office status(pre- and postUFF

time periods combined). This table also displays har act er i st i ¢cs t h aprobamlityyof i nf | uenc e
relative placement. Theseare the samecharacteristics included as controls in our multivariate analysis, as

described above Children inthe UFF pilot offices (Glendora and Santa Fe Springsvere similar to children

in other offices in terms of demographics and case characteristigsvith a few exceptions. Children in

Glendora were more likely to be white than children in comparison offices. Childrenri Santa Fe Springs

were more likely to have their race/ethnicity recorded as Unknown(as found earlier among the sample of

P3 children).

Overall, few children were identified as having special need¥ or having a positive mental health screef;
these circumstances were rarer still in Santa Fe Springs (special needm)d Glendora (mental health).

In the post-UFF period, the subset of children served by P3 in Glendora and Santa Fe Springs had similar
characteristics to their counterparts Hchildren in the comparison offices who were not initially placed with a
relative Hwith the exception of the racial/ethnic differences found for all newly detained children and noted
above (resultsfor the subsamplenot shown).

10 Children were defined as having special needs ifthey qualdid f or services at one of the regi
programs.

11 Children were defined as screening positived or ment al health issues if takeaitredsult o
or 1 pagigteinkte T
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Table 3. Characteristics of children newly detained duringthe study period by office (before and after the

pilot)

Comparison offices

Glendora

Santa Fe Springs

Total number of children pre-UFF (October
1, 2015 July 31, 2016)* 4,895 308 337
Total number of children post-UFF October
1, 2016 August 7, 2018 10,803 694 792
Number of children not initially placed with
relatives post-UFF (served by P3 workers in 6,246 204 258
pilot offices)
|
Age at removal
0-2 38% 37% 36%
3-5 16% 14% 17%
6-12 29% 31% 29%
13+ 16% 17% 18%
Male 50% 49% 50%
Race/ethnicity
White 33% 68%* 16%*
Black 26% 8%* 7%*
Hispanic 21% 18%* 26%*
Other 3% 3% 3%
Unknown/decline 17% 3%* 48%*
ICWA status 0% 1% 1%
Part of a sibling group 65% 65% 65%
Allegation type
Sexual abuse 4% 3% 3%
Physical abuse 11% 10% 12%
Neglect 76% 80% 76%
Emotional abuse 4% 3% 4%
Other 5% 5% 5%
P f
erpetrator was member of extended 19% 18% 18%
family
Special needs 1% 1% 0%*
Positive mental health screen 2% 1%* 2%

*Differen ce between mmparison offices and Santa Fe Springs or Glendora is statistically significant at.05.
+ We did not include children detained in August and September 2016 in the pr&JFF period because prepilot activities
were already underway, and we wanted the preUFF periodto represent a true baseline.

Analysis Results: All Newly Detained Children

Relaive/NREFMPlacement

Newly detained children in the pilot offices were more likely than those in the comparison offices to be
placed with relatives both before andafter UFF implementation. However, for pilot office children, the
probability of relative placement increased after UFF implementation. We observed no suctchange for
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comparison offices.This increase within pilot offices, combined with the absence of anncrease in
comparison offices, suggests that the implementation of UFF increased relative cement. Figure 2 shows
how the probability of relative placement changesat time points after detention ,*> comparing the children
in the pilot offices to those in the comparison offices before and after the implementation of UFF. The
probability of initial relative placement was just over 40 percentfor children in the comparison and pilot
offices before UFF.After UFF, the probability of being initially placed with relatives rose to 53 percent for
children in the pilot offices, while the probability for comparison office children did not change Additionally,
after the implementation of UFF,the probability of experiencing arelative placement by six months was 68
percent, rising to 71percent by a yearfor pilot children . For comparison children, the probability of
experiencing arelative placement by six months was58 percent and 60 percent bya year.

Overall, relative placement was less likely in Glendora than in Santa Fe Springs in both the prand post

UFF periods. However, with the implementation of UFF, the probability of relative placement appeared to
increase in both offices. (See Figure 3.) Readers should be awarewever, that office-specific effects of UFF
did not achieve significance in multivariate models at standard levels of statistical sigficance.'®* To achieve

a given level of statistical significance with increasingly smaller sample sizes, increasingly langéifferences
are necessary. Thus, while our findings are consistent with what would be expected if UFF increased relative
placementsin both offices, we cannot be certain that we waild obtain similar findings with an increased
sample size.

Figure 2. Probability of relative placement over time, pilot and comparison offices pre- and post-UFF, all
newly detained children

Comparison offices pre-UFF Comparison offices post-UFF
-------- Pilot offices pre-UFF - Pilot offices post-UFF

ement
T
1

y of regative plac
|

Probabilit
5
|

T T
0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33 36
Months since detention

2We analyzed t he psrfistbetatve glacemgnt codurring. InatHisianalgsi, we do not account for how
long the child remained in that rdative placement or whether the child was still in that placement at a given time point.
13 The standard threshold for statistical significance is a pvalue <.05 and the standard threshold for marginal
significance is a pvalue <.10.
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Figure 3. Probability of relative placement over time, Glendora and Santa Fe Springs pre and post-UFFK
all newly detained children
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Reunification

Examining outcomes for children placed with relatives during the study periogt* we found no evidence that
UFF had areffect on the probability of reunification when we combined the pilot offices. (See Figure 4.)
However, when studying reunification separately for the two pilot offices, we found evidence consistent
with a decrease in reunification in Santa Fe Springs. (S&égure 5.) For Santa Fe Springs children who ever
experienced a relative placement, the probability of reunification as of 12 months following detentbn
declined from 38 percent to 28 percentfollowing UFF implementation. There was no statistically signifcant
change in the probability of reunification for Glendora children.

14 For the analysis of eunification, we limit the sample to children who ever experienced a relative placement during the
study period. We do not account for whenthe relative placement occurred or whether (and when) the relative
placement disrupted.
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Figure 4. Probability of reunification over time, pilot and comparison officespre- and post-UFF,all newly
detained children placed with relatives during the study period
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Figure 5. Probability of reunification over time, Glendora and Santa Fe Springpre- and postUFF, all newly
detained children placed with relatives during the study period
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Relative placementisiruption(moving to any other placement)

For children who ever lived with a relativeduring the study period (including children initially placed with a
relative, as well as those not initially placed with a relative but who moved to a relative placement), ev
examined the probabilityt hat «c hi |raative plddemerit would disrupt. We defined disruption as a
move from the first relative placement to any other out-of-home placement or norrpermanency outcome®

Although relative placement disruption appears more likely for children in all offices in tke postUFF period,
this change was statistically significant only for children in the pilot offices. (See Figure 6.) The increase in
relative placement disruption post-UFF seems concentrated in Glendora. For example, by six months
following placement start, Glendora children had a 6 percent probability of having their placement disrupt
prior to UFF implementation, versus 19 percent following implementation. (See Figte 7.) In considering this
finding, however, it is important to note that Glendora had a reditively low baseline rate for disruptions;
following UFF implementation, its disruption rate became more similar to that of Santa Fe Springs and the
average for thecomparison offices, as shown in Figures 6 and 7. FollowingFFimplementation, the
probability that the first relative placement would disrupt by one year was 30 percent for Glendora
children, 25 percent for Santa Fe Springs children, and 27 percent fothddren across the comparison
offices.

Figure 6. Probability of relative placement disruption over time, pilot and comparison officespre- and post-
UFF, all newly detained children
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15 Non-permanency outcomes irclude (but are not limited to) running away, incarceration, or moving to a medical
facility. We did not consider emancipation or reaching ag of majority to be a disruption.
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Figure 7. Probability of relative placement disruption over time, Glendora and Santa Fe Springsre- and
post-UFF, all newly detained children

Glendora pre-UFF Glendora post-UFF
--------- Santa Fe Springs pre-UFF ———— Santa Fe Springs post-UFF
<r- -
5§
=
>
k2
©
B
)
E
@®
o]
o
oy
O —

T T T T T T
0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33 36
Months since placement start

Relative phcement disruption (moving to a non-relative placement)

It is important to bear in mind that some movesclassified as disruptions might be a positive outcome for the
child, for example, a move from a relative who could only care for the child for a shorinhe to a relative who
has greater capacity to carefor the child if a longer out-of-home stay is neededFor this reason,we

restricted the relative placement disruption definition so that only movesto a nhon-relative out-of-home
placement or a horrpermanency outcomewere counted as disruptions By this definition, a move from one
relative placement to another would not be counted as a disruption.

As expected,the overall probability of relative placement disruption using the reviseddefinition w aslower.
One yearafter placement, the probability of disruption for comparison office children was 13percent both
before and after UFF; for pilot office children, the probability was 11 percent in the pre-UFF period and9
percent in the post-UFF period (not statigically different ; seeFigure 8). In Glendora, the implementation of
UFF was still associated with increasegrobability of relative placement disruption. However,when
relative -to-relative moves were not counted as disruptions, evidence is consistent witha reduction in
relative placement disruption in Santa Fe Springs among all ndwdetained children (marginally significant).
Children in Santa Fe Spring#n the post-UFF periodwere less likely to leave their first relative placementfor
a nonrelative placementthan were those in the pre-UFF period.For example, at one year, lie probability of
relative placement disruption declined from 14 percentto 7 percent. (SeeFigure 9.)
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Figure 8. Probability of relative placement disruption to a non-relative placement, over time pilot and
comparison offices pre-and postUFF,all newly detained children
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Figure 9. Probability of relative placement disruption to a non-relative placement, over time, among all
newly detained children, Glendora and Santa Fe8ings pre- and postUFF
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Analysis Results: Newly Detained Children Not Initially Placed with

Relatives

Next, we examinedoutcomes for the subset of newly detained children who were not initially placed with
relatives. This set of analyses comparsthe outcomes of P3 children (children not initially placed with
relatives and thus served by the P3 workers irthe pilot offices after the implementation of UFF)to the
outcomes oftheir counterparts in the pilot offices before the implementation of UFF (children that would
have been served by P3 workers if the program had been implemented at the timendto the outcomes of
their counterparts in the comparison offices (children that would have been served by P3 workers if they
had been in the pilot offices).

Relative/NREFM Placement

In terms of eventual placement with relatives, tildren in pilot offices fared better than those in comparison
offices both before and after the implementation of UFF. (See Figurd0). For example, among children
detained before the implementation of UFF,the probability of relative placement by one year was 30
percent for children in the comparison offices versus 3%ercent for children in pilot offices. For pilot office
children, the probability of relative placement appears to have increased after UFF implementation;
however, the finding did not reach significance, likely due to a smaller sample size when the sample is limited
to children not initially placed with relatives. As noted previously, to achieve a givertevel of statistical
significance with increasingly smaller sample sizesequires increasingly larger differences. Thus, while our
findings are consistent with what would be expected if UFF increased relative placements, we cannot be
certain we would obtain similar findings with an increased sample size.

When we studied relative placement separately for Glendora and Santa Fe Springses Figure11), we found
that overall, both before and after UFFimplementation, Santa Fe Springghildren had a highe probability
than Glendora childrenof eventually being placed with relatives. In both offices, we observed trends that
the probability of eventual relative placement increased in conjuncion with UFF implementation. However,
these trends were not significant, likely due to smaller sample sizes.

Figure 10. Probability of relative placement over time, pilot and comparison officegpre- and postUFF,
newly detained children not initially placed with relatives
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Figure 11. Probability of relative placement over time, Glendoraand Santa Fe Springpre- and postUFF,
newly detained children not initially placed with relatives
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Reunification

When we examined the probability of reunification using all follow-up data available we did not finda
statistically significant change in the probability of reunification for P3 children who had eventually been
placed with relatives, suggesting that the UFF pilot program had neffect on reunification for this
subpopulation of children. (See Figurel2.)We again found no statisticdly significant effects of UFFwhen
we analyzed the offices separately. (See Figure3l) However, when we focused ourcompeting risks analysis
on only the first 12 months post-detention, we did find that UFFincreased reunification during that time
period. For example, ty six months after detention, almost one quarter of P3 children had reunified, as
compared to 13 percent of their counterparts before the pilot. Thisfinding diminished when studying
reunification after 12 months.
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Figure 12. Probability of reunification over time, pilot and comparison officespre- and postUFF, newly
detained children not initially placed with relatives who experienced relative placement
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Figure 13. Probability of reunification over time, Glendora and Santa Fe Springs officegre- and post-UFF,

newly detained children not initially placed with relatives who experienced relative placement
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Relative placement disruption (moving to any other placement)

As was thecase with the full sample of children, we found evidencsuggesting morerelative placement
disruptions among P3 childrenwho entered a relative placement during the study period(See Figurel4).
The increase in disruption was driven by an increasegrobability of disruption among P3 children in the
Glendora office. (See Figure %.)
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Figure 14. Probability of relative placement disruption over time, comparison andpilot offices pre- and
post-UFF, children not initially placed with relatives

Figure 15. Probability of relative placement disruption over time, Glendora and Santa Fe Springspre- and
post-UFF children not initially placed with relatives

Relative placement disruption (moving to a non-relative placement)

When we restricted the definition of relative placement disruption so that only moves to a nonrelative out-
of-home placement or a norpermanency outcome were counted as disruptions, we found no statigcally
significant effect of UFF across the pilot officescombined (Figure 16)or in Santa Fe SpringgFigure 17).
However, we did findthat UFF was associated with anarginally significantincrease in relative placement
disruption for Glendora P3 children (in line with the pattern identified among all newly detained children;
Figure 17).
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